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WHY WOMEN CANDIDATES WERE DEFEATED AT THE 
GENERAL ELECTION OF 1922. 





The defeat of all but two of the 33 women who contested seats at the 
general election has attracted widespread attention and been variously 
explained. By some it is attributed to masculine prejudice; by others to 
women’s own distrust of each other. More thoughtful critics point out that 
the defeated candidates on the whole have polled far more heavily than the 
women who stood in 1918.* They bid us remember that every newly enfran- 
chised body of electors is slow to become confident of itself or to place power 
in the hands of representatives drawn from its own ranks, and they point 
to the Labour party as an illustration to this truth. | 

No doubt these motives had all a certain influence on the result, fo 
there are plenty of prejudiced, jealous and timid people of both sexes. 
But though such people would doubtless vote against women representatives, 
it may be questioned whether they are more numerous than the women 
electors who desire more women in Parliament and are willing to vote for 
a.woman candidate irrespective of her political views. In any case, it is 
surely rash to assume as a matter of course that the defeat of women candi- 
dates was mainly due to their sex. 


: What the Figures Say. 
There is another very obvious explanation in the political colour of the 


seats they contested. The point is worth elaborating, for it will seriously 


damage the chances of women being adopted by their party organisations 
in future if it is allowed to.go forth unchallenged that the election of 1922 
has proved women candidates to be unpopular with the electorate. The 
figures when examined do not seem to point to this conclusion, except in 
a very few instances which may possibly be explainable by local circumstances. 
The following are the most significant facts. cf 

_ First, of the 33 women candidates only three contested seats previously 
held by members of their own political party. Two of these (Lady Astor 
and Mrs. Wintringham) were successful; the third (Lady Cooper) lost 
Walsall to a Liberal by the narrow majority of 325 votes, the constituency 


‘having been Liberal during many.general elections until her husband won it 


to Conservatism in 1910. Secondly, the principal features of this election 
have been a strong wave of Conservative opinion in some districts and of 
Labour opinion in others. Only three of the unsuccessful women were 
Conservative. One of these (Dame Helen Gwynne Vaughan, Camberwell) 
pulled down the majority of the sitting Labour member from 1,135 in 
February, 1920, to 254. Mrs. Edmonds (Ogmore, Glamorgan) polled 6,577 
votes in an impregnably Labour constituency unopposed in 1918. In 


* In December, 1918, there were 16 women Parliamentary candidates who polled 
between them 55,405 votes, or an average of 3,462 per candidate. In November, 
1922, there were 32 candidates (not counting one who stood for a University 
constituency) who polled altogether 230,356 votes, or an average of 7,188 per 
candidate. ; 


Denbigh the Hon. Mrs. Brodrick, coming forward at the last moment against 
a ‘“ National ”’ Liberal in the centre of Mr. Lloyd George’s sphere of influence, 
polled 9,138 votes against his 12,975. 2 


Labour Women’s Poll, 


None of the nine defeated Labour women put up for seats ever previously 
held by Labour. Miss Susan Lawrence at Kast Ham came second among 
five candidates, losing by the narrow majority of 468. Miss Margaret 
Bondfield, in a constituency unvaryingly Liberal since 1885, pulled up the 
Labour vote from 10,735 in 1918 to 14,490. Miss Picton-Turbervill, fighting 
the sitting member in North Islington, raised the Labour vote from 4,000 
in 1918 to 7,993. Dr. Bentham, in Kast Islington, raised the Labour vote 
from3,122in1918t05,900. Mrs. Barton, in King’s Norton, raised the Labour- 
Co-operative vote from 4,917 in 1918 to 7,017 and cut down the Conservative 
majority by half. Miss Richardson, at Acton, increased the Labour vote 
from 4,241 in 1918 to 5,342. Three other Labour women polled respectably 
in constituencies never before contested by Labour. | oy 

The “ National’ Liberals as a party did worse than any other party at 
this election. They had three women candidates, all pitted against sitting 
members in impregnably Labour seats. Miss Grant, opposing in South Leeds 
a man who had held the seat since 1906, polled 9,554 votes. Miss Fraser 
in Glasgow, Govan, did better with 9,336 votes than the coupon candidate 
in 1918, when the Labour sweep in Glasgow was far less strong. Mrs. Coombe 
Tennant’s forces in the Forest of Dean were split at the last moment by a 
Unionist candidate, with the natural result of increasing the majority of 
Labour. ies do veas ai 


Liberals and Independents. 


There were thirteen Liberal women candidates. Mrs. Wintringham’s 
constituency, after a year’s experience of her work in the House, increases 
her poll by over 3,000 votes and her majority by 83. Lady Currie, fighting 
the sitting member at Devizes, polled 6,576, as compared with 4,823 polled 
by a man Liberal in 1918. In High Wycombe Lady Terrington came second 
of three, polling 11,154 in a constituency uncontested in 1918 and steadily 
Conservative (with one short break) since 1886. In Richmond Mrs. Corbett 
Ashby polled 5,765; her male predecessor in 1918 only 3,491. In two- 
membered Oldham Lady Emmott as-one-of two “Liberals among five can- 
didates did badly with 6,186 votes, but not relatively worse than the only 
Liberal standing in 1918, who polled 9,232. In Glasgow, Maryhill, Mrs 
Burnett Smith was bottom of three with 5,617 ; her male predecessor in 1918 
was bottom of three with 2,363. In Bedford Lady Lawson, coming forward 
at the eleventh hour, was badly beaten with 2,075 votes. But no Liberal 
ventured to contest the seat at either of the two previous elections. In 
South Edinburgh Mrs. Alderton (also in an eleventh-hour candidature) did 
slightly worse than the Liberal in the by-election in 1920, but very much 
better than the Liberal in 1918. The record of the remaining Liberal women 
candidates cannot fairly be compared with previous candidatures owing to 
changes from straight fights to three-cornered fights or vice versa. big 

Of the two Independent candidates, Miss Eleanor Rathbone in Liverpool, 
Kast Toxteth, polled just under 10,000 votes against the sitting member in 
a constituency which, like every other Liverpool division except one, has 
been unvaryingly Conservative since 1886. Mrs. Oliver Strachey, standing 
for the second time in a constituency which has been invariably Conservative 
(except in 1906) since 1885, increased her own previous poll of 2,346 to 6,457. 
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